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877.* A debtor who pays a holder who derives his title through
forgery is not discharged

In Rolarts v. Tucker (16 Q. B., 575), MATILE, J., said, that
in his opinion if a banker is called upon to pay an acceptance of
his customer's, bearing several indorsements, he is entitled to
reasonable time to inquire into their genuineness, and the title of
the presenter

A banker who issues cheques to his customer, payable to
order, is not bound to inquire into the genuineness of the payee's
indorsement

But any person who obtains the money from the banker by
means of a forged indorsement is liable to the true owner of the
cheque

Bobbett v. Pinckett, Ex. Div., May 5,1876

378.    A person who discounts a forged bill or note may
recover the money back .

Jones v. Hyde, 5 Tatmt., 488. Bruce v. Bruce, 5 Taunt., 495.
Gurney v. Womersly, E. & B., 133. Wilkinson v. Johnson, 3 B. &
C.,428

379.    Where bankers paid a forged acceptance of their cus-
tomer, and did not discover the mistake the same day, they were
held not entitled to demand it back

In OocJcs v. Masterman, the Court expressly refrained from
giving an opinion as to whether they might have done so if the
demand had been made the same day

Smith v. Mercer, 6 Taunt., 76. Cocks v. Masterman, 9 B. & C,
902. Mather v. Lord Maidstone, 0. B., 273

These seem to be the chief points relating to bills and notes,
which occur in daily practice, and are most necessary to be known
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